Nostra Aetate initiated a revolutionary shift in Catholic theology, opposing supersessionism and affirming that Jews remain in a salvific covenantal relationship with God. However, this shift raises for Catholics a deep tension regarding the value of this "Old Covenant" vis-à-vis the "New Covenant," as this article illustrates using the statements of Walter Kasper and The Gifts and the Calling of God Are Irrevocable. While speaking positively about the Old Covenant, both deem it essential to maintain the superiority of the New Covenant as universalistic, fulfilling the promises in the Old Covenant and transcending its limitations. The author demonstrates how they seek to reduce this tension by characterizing the two covenants as good and better covenants, rather than as bad and good covenants, thereby avoiding a lapse into supersessionism.
However, this decisive turn away from supersessionism raises a complex and controversial topic for Catholic theology: the religious value of the Old Covenant vis-à-vis the New Covenant. On the one hand, the authors of the most recent statement affirm and seek to advance the pathbreaking new positive assessment of the Old Covenant. They insist that Judaism, as a living faith, is defined by a covenantal relationship between the people of Israel and God that remains legitimate and even salvific. This relationship, whose roots lie in sacred Scripture, cannot be broken. On the other hand, they insist on the special status of the New (Christian) Covenant. It has unique qualities. These include, among others, its soteriological "efficacy," its fulfillment of the biblical promises, and the breadth (indeed universality) of its spiritual benefits that extend to all humanity. These claims are essential to nearly all forms of Christian identity and certainly to mainstream Catholic theology and cannot be dispensed with. Yet these two claims are in tension. As I will illustrate below, post-supersessionist affirmations of the Old Covenant as such are undermined by claims for the superiority of the New Covenant (such as its universalism, its fulfillment of the promises in the Old Covenant, and its transcending the limitations of the Old Covenant). This is not a new tension. For a few decades, Catholics and other Christians have realized that it is simply impossible to think about these two religions, especially in relationship to each other, without grappling with the tensions raised by the reassessment of the status of the Old Covenant. At stake are two fundamental, seemingly nonnegotiable claims about the Old and New Covenants. In official Catholic statements on Judaism, this was first noted briefly in a 1985 statement from the CRRJ, Notes on the Correct Way to Present Jews and Judaism in Preaching and Catechesis in the Roman Catholic Church. 7 (Neither Nostra Aetate nor Guidelines and Suggestions for Implementing the Conciliar Declaration Nostra Aetate directly address this topic. 8 ) The Notes authors insist that the "particular" aspects of the Old Covenant (i.e., those concerning Israel alone) have their own legitimacy and validity. Nonetheless, this covenant, they say, only really "becomes clear … in the light of the complete fulfillment [in the New Covenant]." They frankly recognize the tensions these claims raise, in this case, when assessing the inherent and comparative status of the two parts of Christian Scripture: "From the unity of the divine plan derives the problem of the relation between the Old and New Testaments" (Notes 2:3; see also 2:7). They cast it in terms of a "problem," a word they repeatedly use to characterize the theological challenge they face. They employ vague language of "fulfillment" without explaining how this (1985) , http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/pontifical_councils/chrstuni/relations-jews-docs/rc_ pc_chrstuni_doc_19820306_jews-judaism_en.html (hereafter cited as Notes).
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Commission for Religious Relations with the Jews, Guidelines and Suggestions for
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clarifies the relationship between the two covenants (2:3-8) . 9 This is a hint of an early approach to the tension. Over time this tension has been expressed with increasing clarity and intensity. Both individual theologians and official spokespersons and statements make clear that changing views about the Old Covenant are difficult to reconcile with fundamental views of the New Covenant. When Gifts was released, there had already been extensive, sometimes divisive discussions about this topic in official Vatican statements and in scholarly literature. 10 The authors are of course aware of this, and recognize they too must grapple with it. At the very start they write that the "unique status of this relationship [between Jews and Christians/Catholics]" raises questions about "the relationship between the universality of salvation in Jesus Christ and the affirmation that the [Old] covenant of God with Israel has never been revoked" (preface). This is an issue both important in itself and also relevant to many other issues (such as mission and conversion).
As Catholics, they do not start "from scratch," but see themselves as contributing to a developing tradition, building upon and adapting earlier statements and views. 11 Above all, these include statements by Cardinal Walter Kasper, head of the CRRJ from 2001 to 2010, whom they quote or paraphrase extensively and with whom they nearly always agree. His views are directly incorporated into Gifts, for he offers one of the most substantive and detailed Catholic (and perhaps Christian) approaches to many of the central questions in Jewish-Christian relations over the last few decades. In his writings starting in 2001 we find an extensive and sophisticated approach in Church statements to some of the most important outstanding questions. The reliance on Kasper in Gifts is understandable and cannot be overstated. Yet, surprisingly, there are no critical studies of Kasper's thoughts on Judaism. 12 9. Bolton In this article, I begin with a study of Kasper's views and then turn to Gifts. Through a close, critical study of these writings, I argue that they both attempt to reconcile these serious tensions by offering a comparative assessment of the Old Covenant vis-à-vis the New Covenant. Even though they present the Old Covenant in strongly positive terms, they nonetheless compare it unfavorably to the New Covenant. They assess the former as in fundamental ways inferior to the latter without resorting to supersessionism. 13 As I show, this is a major theological move, for it potentially offers a way out of the tension they and others face. Because their views are often presented indirectly and with ambiguity (for reasons discussed below), I both bring into view and demonstrate the significance of their theological contributions.
I want to emphasize that my project is entirely descriptive. I am not evaluating the persuasiveness or truth value of their claims, nor assessing positive or negative implications for Jewish-Catholic relations. Speaking as a Jew and as a scholar who is committed to an improved Jewish-Catholic relationship, there is much I find problematic, such as their critical judgments of the "Old Covenant" and their debatable or questionable interpretations of biblical passages or theological concepts. However, my purpose here is not to offer a (Jewish) critique but to illuminate a major trend that has largely gone unnoticed and that moves Catholic theology of Jews and Judaism to an important new stage.
Before looking at the statements, I propose two models for illustrating the relationship between the Old and New Covenants:
1. The Pre-Nostra Aetate Model: This traditional model, which they reject, posits a sharp contrast between the covenants: the Old Covenant is, to put it simply and succinctly in my own terms, a bad covenant (perhaps before and certainly after Jesus). It is illegitimate, invalid, and useless for the Jews. 14 The New Covenant is a good covenant. It is salvific, holy, valid, etc. 
The End of Supersessionism: The Old Covenant is a Good Covenant
All discussions of Kasper's views must begin with his foundational affirmation of the unique and continuing status of the Jewish covenant. This position did not originate with him, of course, but Kasper provides much theological support for it. In terms of the two models above, he rejects the first and affirms the second. The Old Covenant has value, for it is holy and still links the Jewish people to God (e.g., Dominus, Foreword). 24 This view of what he often calls the "Old Covenant" is an undeniably dialogika-resources/documents-and-statements/roman-catholic/kasper/648-wk01dec4 (hereafter cited as "Theology"). The authors of Gifts say, "That the Jews are participants in God's salvation is theologically unquestionable, but how that can be possible without confessing Christ explicitly, is and remains an unfathomable divine mystery" (36 positive formulation. Though he similarly refers extensively to the "New [Christian] Covenant" (e.g., "Foreword"), he insists that the Old Covenant-despite Israel's disobedience in history, and after the coming of Christ-"has not been overtaken and replaced" ("Relationship"). He "grants genuine integrity to the [two] covenants." 25 The abiding qualities of the Old Covenant are richly described: "God is still inclined towards these his [Jewish] people in love and faithfulness, in mercy, judgement and forgiveness; he is with them and among them in the difficult hours and times of their history above all. As a member of his people, each Jew continues to stand beneath the promise" ("Relationship"). This is a dramatic break with the pre-Nostra Aetate first model, with its supersessionist rejection of value in the Old Covenant after Christ. His fulsome characterization here and elsewhere makes clear that there is much that is good in the Old Covenant. For Kasper, it even has soteriological value. Quoting Paul, he emphasizes that through the Old Covenant "all Israel will be saved" ("Theology," citing Rom 11:26). This is true not just in the past but up through the present and into the future. Were it not-that is, were God's promises only temporary-God's faithfulness would rightly be questioned. For example, Kasper insists that "the Church believes that Judaism, i.e. the faithful response of the Jewish people to God's irrevocable covenant, is salvific for them, because God is faithful to his promises" (Dominus). The implications of this are profound. The salvation now available through faith in Christ does not preclude this other, earlier way to salvation. Jews, having been the first to believe in the God now jointly worshipped by Jews and Christians, are not like those idolaters originally cut off from God. Christians need not introduce Jews to a new faith and a new god so they can leave their past ways behind: "Jews are not pagans, they do not repent of false and dead idols to turn to the true and living God" ("Foreword," citing 1 Thess 1:9). 26 Rather, their current faith, resting on a good covenant with a faithful God, places them in a unique religious category because of this unique earlier covenant. 27 Not surprisingly, Kasper's views of the Old Covenant are inseparable from his views of both God and Christ. Because there is no salvation apart from the work of Christ, Kasper insists that Christ cannot be absent even from this salvific covenant between Jews and God. 28 relationship was manifest in a "sequence of various covenants with Abraham, Moses, Joshua, Ezra" and others ("Foreword"). It continues through today, in God's relationship with the Jewish people. However, its role is inherently limited: these manifestations of the Old Covenant in general hint at a superior "promise or anticipation" to come. 31 Only with the New Covenant, made through Christ, did the "fulfillment of the Old Covenant" arrive. Though the term "fulfillment" is never clearly defined (see below), it is undeniably a comparatively better feature of the New Covenant. This covenant alone accomplishes soteriological goals, above all offering the "definitive yes and amen to all the promises of salvation." 32 This unfulfilled "promise" of the Old Covenant, along with this claim of the "fulfillment" only effected by the New Covenant, is a prominent theme. 33 With this comparative judgment, Kasper assigns the Old Covenant a subordinate or inferior status to the New Covenant. This is shown in his scenario of a historical progression from the Old Covenant to the New Covenant, with the latter more fully disclosing the divine will. This sense of progression is seen, for example, in the claim elsewhere that "what the Covenant [idea] is and what it means must be reinterpreted anew in each generation" ("Theology"). In this scenario, the Old Covenant, he says, was given various forms ("the deuteronomic, the priestly, the prophetic") throughout history. Its purpose and meaning were understood in different ways, as it was interpreted differently in different circumstances. It was (and is) valuable and good, both inherently but above Israel was] done by way of preparation and as a figure of that new and perfect covenant, which was to be ratified in Christ, and of that fuller revelation which was to be given through the Word of God Himself made flesh" (LG 9); "We believe that those promises were fulfilled with the first coming of Christ" (Guidelines 2:1; see also 3:1); "Thus, the definitive meaning of the election of Israel does not become clear except in the light of the complete fulfillment (Rom 9-11), and election in Jesus Christ is still better understood with reference to the announcement and the promise (cf. A similar presentation of this view of historical fulfillment appears in other statements. As above, Kasper grounds his claims for the superiority of the New Covenant in a theo-historical narrative that began but did not end with the Old Covenant. It is impossible to understand the New Covenant without situating it in "the history of the tradition and interpretation" of the Old Covenant ("Relationship"). Against a Marcionite view, he says it is only in terms of the original promises of God to the people of Israel that the New Covenant through Christ attains its own (superior) value. There is a vital continuity which makes this non-supersessionist comparison acceptable. Kasper finds a precedent for this, identifying a process he says already began in biblical Israel of reinterpreting the meaning and application of the Old Covenant. For Kasper this justifies yet one more (in this case final) reinterpretation of the original covenant idea, namely the establishment of the New (and better) Covenant. 34 However, while finding a Jewish/biblical precedent for reinterpreting the Old Covenant in new (i.e., Christian) ways, he simultaneously presents the New Covenant as marking a sharp break with this process. The New Covenant, with its "Christological focus," is now "the final and definitive reinterpretation of the covenant which God has sealed with his people once and for all" ("Relationship"). This introduces a very different perspective. Alongside continuity (i.e., another reinterpretation of the covenant, like that done before), he posits discontinuity (i.e., such reinterpretation of the covenant must now cease). 35 This feature applies only to the New Covenant, not to the Old. This is not a failing of the Old Covenant or grounds for it to be denounced as invalid. Rather, it was tentative and incomplete, and had a limited and subordinate, but still good, role. Yet it was exclusively left to the better New Covenant to bring God's previously disclosed promise "into force in its definitive form." 36 In these few examples, 34. Ratzinger offers a similar view: "Only God himself could fundamentally reinterpret the Law and manifest that its broadening transformation and conservation is actually its intended meaning," in Ratzinger, Many Religions, 9. 35. Cf. Benedict XVI: "The paschal mystery of Christ is in complete conformity-albeit in a way that could not have been anticipated-with the prophecies and the foreshadowings of the Scriptures; yet it presents clear aspects of discontinuity with regard to the institutions of the Old Testament," in Verbum Domini (September 30, 2010), 1:40, http://w2.vatican.va/ content/benedict-xvi/en/apost_exhortations/documents/hf_ben-xvi_exh_20100930_ver-bum-domini.html. 36. Importantly, here and elsewhere Kasper views fulfillment not as eschatological or futuristic, but as already realized. This gives the comparison (and judgment) relevance in the present. This does not preclude statements sometimes qualifying claims of fulfillment, and an admission that not all the divine promises have been entirely realized: "With regard to
Kasper describes not a difference of degree (i.e., one covenant follows another, from Abrahamic to Christian, each with its own varied qualities) but rather a difference in kind (i.e., only one covenant reaches God's goal). This reflects the superiority of the New Covenant. Kasper also refers to the "complex issue of the law" to argue that the New Covenant is better than the Old Covenant ("Relationship"). While as elsewhere he employs general fulfillment language to make such a comparison, in this case his specific critique relies on his critical claims about Torah observance when done according to the Old Covenant. On the one hand, he certainly speaks favorably about this good aspect of Jewish religious identity (e.g., he cites Ps 119, which praises the Torah). On the other hand, he criticizes its prominent role in the Old Covenant, for there are inherent shortcomings to the Torah. Referring to Paul's conception of the Torah, he says God's promises should not be "delimited by a law which is restricted to Israel" (citing Rom 3:21-26; Gal 3:13; 4:4-5). Rather, God's goal was to give all humanity "access to the covenant," something that, Kasper says, is yearned for by Christians and Jews alike.
More sharply, Kasper directly incorporates into his own argument Paul's harsh comments about Torah observance in Second Corinthians and Galatians. Rather than critique them, he explicitly draws upon Paul's terms "Old Covenant" and "New Covenant" to argue that "one [the former] functions as the letter which kills while the other [the latter] is the spirit which gives life" ("Relationship," citing 2 Cor 3:6, 14, 17). Likewise, Kasper says the Old Covenant initiated at Sinai "brings slavery," while the New Covenant "brings freedom" (citing Gal 4:21-31). 37 In both examples, Kasper applies Paul's statements, made in a first-century context of bitter disputes, to the contemporary Old Covenant.
Compared to other statements, his use of Paul's letters supports an unexpectedly harsh view. Kasper employs these Pauline tropes, positing a clash between the supposed legalism of Judaism and the spiritually enlightened Christian interpretation. 38 Far from critiquing such biblical claims, Kasper views them as "fundamental for the church therefore, there remains an as yet unfulfilled balance of the prophetic promise" ("Relationship"). Already much has been accomplished spiritually with the coming of Christ and the gatherings of believers, even if the final emergence of God's kingdom awaits an "eschatological consummation." Groppe's discussion of Kasper is incomplete because of her exclusive focus on the futurist and eschatological meaning of fulfillment, for example; see Groppe, "Theology," 212. I appreciate Philip A. Cunningham's helpful discussion of the topic of realized and futuristic eschatology in Kasper's thought.
There are precedents for such an attempt to balance these two claims. For example, "Salvation and liberation are already accomplished in Christ and gradually realized by the sacraments in the Church. This makes way for the fulfillment of God's design, which awaits its final consummation with the return of Jesus as Messiah, for which we pray each day" (Notes 17 further developments" in Jewish-Catholic relations. Despite his use of these passages from Paul, he sees no threat to his general support for a comparative, non-supersessionist approach to the two covenants. They are not diametrically opposed nor does "the new covenant simply abolish the old and declare it null and void." Perhaps surprisingly at this point, he still insists that there is much that is good in the Old Covenant itself, even with these prominent failures. It is "holy and just and good" (quoting Rom 7:12). Most importantly for his comparison, there is continuity with the New Covenant, though not because of the commandments required by the Old Covenant per se. Rather, it demonstrates God's fidelity despite the commandments required by the Old Covenant. This makes the Old Covenant, with its commandments that can sanctify Israel alone, comparatively inferior to the New Covenant, which accomplished God's goal for humanity. That is why the "legal form of the [Old] covenant [was] conditional and for a limited time" ("Relationship"). The New Covenant was given in order to transcend these weaknesses and to enable the promises to attain their intended "universality." 39 Kasper thus minimizes and even criticizes the Sinaitic covenant or views it as ultimately irrelevant for this goal, instead privileging non-legal covenants, such as the Abrahamic one. 40 The greatest of these is the New Covenant, which dispensed entirely with the supposedly particularistic requirements of the Torah. Christ finally "fulfilled the law for us once and for all … He is thus the goal and the end of the law."
Unexpectedly, the meaning of the term fulfillment, despite its frequent and prominent usage, remains ambiguous. 41 Kasper largely defines it in comparative terms. It "is not the replacement (substitution)" of the Old Covenant ("Foreword," "Recent"). Importantly, this characterization of the New Covenant allows him to avoid the supersessionist judgment that the Old Covenant has been abrogated. At the same time, he is able to present the New Covenant as better than it in different but often vague ways.
Interestingly, Kasper grounds his argument for the comparative superiority of the New Covenant, and especially its supposedly universalistic qualities, in the Hebrew Bible. He supports his claim out of sacred Scripture that is (from his perspective) shared by Jews and Christians. This allows him to avoid an imposition of an exclusively Christian standard, for his interpretation of the divine will is based on his interpretation of the call of and covenant with Abraham and his descendants in Genesis.
This of course has great significance for Jews too. Citing promises to extend God's blessings to the nations in the patriarchal narratives and elsewhere (e.g., "in you all the families of the earth shall be blessed" [citing Gen 12:3]), Kasper says the Old Covenant could not do this. 42 That is why a New Covenant "directed toward all the peoples" was always meant to be revealed ("Relationship"). Christ had to come to "rescind the exclusion of the Gentiles and give them access to the covenant." Only in this way could God's fullest vision for humanity, that which was first yearned for under the Old Covenant itself and by the Jewish people, be achieved. His interpretation is not meant to be restricted to Christians, for he argues in terms of and from a source that should ostensibly be acceptable to Jews too, namely, the Hebrew Bible. The nuance of his argument should not be missed: a comparison between the two covenants is legitimated and strengthened by his use of a criterion he finds in the Hebrew Bible, rather than an exclusively Christian criterion imposed on the Old Covenant.
In other statements as well he claims that divine promises in shared Scripture are only fulfilled in the New Covenant. When the church "spread universally among the nations," the biblical promise that the nations would accept "monotheism [and] the Ten Commandments … [came] true" ("Foreword"). 43 The New Covenant, which expands the original covenant community beyond Israel, manifests God's eternal will expressed originally in the Old Covenant yet has to transcend it on account of its supposed particularity.
He thus demonstrates that these goals, while found in the Old Covenant, were accomplished only by the New Covenant. 44 They were not later Christian additions to the divine plan. Again, were this the case, it would be manifestly unfair to judge the Old Covenant for failing to meet them. On the contrary, the goals of the New Covenant are shared by both covenants (and both peoples) but accomplished in only one. After Christ, the New Covenant brought the promises of God in the Old Covenant to fruition, "concentrating on its essence and accomplishing the universality implicit at [the Old Covenant's] inception" ("Relationship"). That which was hoped for by those under the Old Covenant but never reached has now already been reached through Christ. These deepest hopes-to religiously influence and transform the entire worldcould only find their completion under the New Covenant.
Kasper sometimes formulates this in controversial terms. The success of the New Covenant in "fulfilling" promises in shared Scripture cannot be ignored even by the people of Israel "without denying a part of itself"-that is, without denying that such fulfillment was hoped for in their own Old Covenant ("Relationship"). 45 The Old Covenant is good and has much to commend it, for it presents admirable specific goals: that "Jewish monotheism, the Ten Commandments, and its messianic hope [should be] exported to the world." Nonetheless, these were only reached "by way of To summarize Kasper's views, I want to return to the two claims in tension that were introduced above. Kasper consistently insists that his comparative critiques of the Old Covenant do not undermine the remarkable shift in Catholic views of Judaism that have occurred and which he supports. Supersessionism finds no support in his statements. Yet alongside his praise for the Old Covenant appear claims of the superiority of the New Covenant. It is a better covenant, for it is more effective in accomplishing the divine plan, more in line with God's requirements for humanity, and more faithful to the biblical vision shared by Jews and Christians. This argument is explicable in terms of the second model of good and better covenants and effectively reconciles these tensions. This Catholic statement is a recent and major contribution to Jewish-Catholic relations. While it was formally issued by the CRRJ, its drafters also included representatives of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. The CRRJ had long sought to present some type of statement, ideally for the fortieth anniversary of Nostra Aetate in 2005, though there were years of delay. The current statement, whose drafting began in 2013 and with the support of Pope Benedict XVI, therefore arrives three decades after the Notes. The intended readers are Catholics. However, the authors assume it will be read by Jews, and assuredly would welcome this, especially because they wrote it with a hope of "enriching and intensifying the theological dimension of JewishCatholic dialogue," a dialogue that must include Jews (Preface).
The authors critically address and evaluate some of the most prominent trends in Catholic thought about Jews and Judaism from the last few decades. However, they do not simply look backward. More significantly, they emphasize the effect they hope the statement will have: "The following reflections aim at looking back with gratitude on all that has been achieved over the last decades in the Jewish-Catholic relationship, providing at the same time a new stimulus for the future" (Preface). 46 This statement is thus intended to be a contribution to a vibrant ongoing project. Not surprisingly, the topics are largely familiar to those raised in the wake of Nostra Aetate, including the relationship between the Old Covenant and the New Covenant. 47 However, the statement is noteworthy for its sustained engagement with current theological issues and a willingness to address some that are complex and even divisive (such as those noted in my introduction). The authors are thoroughly indebted to Kasper both for general ideas and for specific points, though he is never quoted by name. Yet it is clear that his views, expressed in speeches and essays over a decade, have great influence and largely undergird the CRRJ's first theological statement in three decades. 48 These views, which he sometimes said are his own rather than those of the Church, 49 are also given a far higher status through their inclusion in Gifts, in essence taking on an official status they lacked previously.
Parallel to my application of the model of good and better covenants to elucidate Kasper's views, I here apply the same model to this recent statement. I also demonstrate their efforts to reconcile the same tensions raised by the new view of Judaism after Nostra Aetate with their comparative claims for the unique status of the Christian covenant. They too sharply break with what I call the bad-good contrast that was the widespread and traditional belief of many Christians. In their words, Christians previously viewed the New Covenant "not only as the fulfillment of the Old but at the same time as a replacement for it" (Gifts 30). This traditional model of the relationship between the covenants is rejected by the authors of Gifts repeatedly and firmly: "The covenant that God has offered Israel is irrevocable … The New Covenant can never replace the Old" (27; cf. 33, 35, 37, and 39). Revocation would betray the message of the New Testament and undermine trust in the faithfulness of God: "'God is not man, that he should lie' [about having committed to an irrevocable covenant with the Jews] (Num 23:19; cf. 2 Tim 2:13). The permanent elective fidelity of God expressed in earlier covenants is never repudiated (cf. Rom 9:4; 11:1-2)" (27). Unlike the 47. These specific terms are used throughout, e.g. supersessionist shift of divine favor from one people to another and one covenant to the other, the authors affirm that both covenants remain valid. The authors consider the implications of their present affirmation of the goodness of the Old Covenant. Though an earlier covenant, it has a special status for Israel and its ongoing relationship with God. This is manifest in numerous ways. For example, Israel has a continuing religious role in the world: "This [Jesus' coming] however does not mean that Israel as the people of God has been repudiated or has lost its mission (cf. 'Nostra aetate,' No.4)" (32). Rather, "God entrusted Israel with a unique mission, and He does not bring his mysterious plan of salvation for all peoples (cf. 1 Tim 2:4) to fulfillment without drawing into it his 'first-born son' [the Jews] (Ex 4:22)" (36). The Old Covenant has its own soteriological value. Far from being cut off from salvation, Jews remain in a vibrant and saving covenant: "That the Jews are participants in God's salvation is theologically unquestionable" (36; see also 25). This raises complex questions, they admit, but it is a fundamental claim. 50 After Jesus, Christians can have a covenant with God as well, though without displacing Jews: "the orientation for both [Jews and Christians] consists in a unique relationship with God (cf. for example, the covenant formula in Lev 26:12, 'I will be your God and you will be my people')" (27). The authors thus highlight ways that both covenants perform similar roles. They offer "two ways by which God's people 
The Persistence of Superiority: The New Covenant is a Better Covenant
Despite this positive assessment of the Old Covenant, the authors introduce a complex comparison that is similar to Kasper's and that at least partially reconciles the deep tensions raised by the rejection of supersessionism. They insist the Old Covenant and the New Covenant are not of equal status. Their positive assessments, noted above, do not fully capture the relationship between the two. On the contrary, the New Covenant is not only based on and grounded in the Old Covenant but is superior to it. This is partly chronological: the Old Covenant is of course earlier, and the New Covenant, arriving afterward, accomplishes more. This distinction between the covenants is absolutely essential to their views, and also sometimes murky, for it is only vaguely expressed and coexists with the positive assessments noted above. That is, the authors simultaneously praise the Old Covenant but insist the New Covenant surpasses (but does not thereby annul) it in numerous ways. Praise for the good Old Covenant thus sits sometimes awkwardly alongside their comparatively higher praise for the better New Covenant. This comparative judgment is adumbrated repeatedly. They make numerous claims that the New Covenant "fulfills" the Old Covenant. Before looking at examples, we should note that the term, despite frequent usage, 51 is not clearly defined, just as in Kasper's statements. 52 However, this is not as much of a hindrance to understanding as it might seem in light of the authors' attempts to reconcile the tensions raised by their views. Logically, their use of fulfillment language is, like Kasper's, comparative. It indicates that there is some lack in the Old Covenant that needs to be satisfied or some incompleteness awaiting completion, which can be done only through the New Covenant. 53 The authors thus view the fulfillment available through the New Covenant (and other attributes; see below) in comparative and not just inherent terms. 54 For example, they write, "The Church does not replace the people of the God of Israel, since as the community founded on Christ it represents in him the fulfillment of the promises made to Israel" (23). The biblical promises originally given to Israel are here assessed comparatively, and have a different status after Christ and the emergence of the New Covenant than they had before. Something new has been accomplished or achieved. The same holds true for God's soteriological plan, which first included the Jews and then later incorporated Gentile followers of Christ, as noted earlier (but with a different emphasis): "God entrusted Israel with a unique mission, and He does not bring his mysterious plan of salvation for all peoples (cf. about the nature of the fulfillment, such a comparative judgment itself is common and also significant: "From the perspective of the Christian faith, he [Jesus] fulfils the mission and expectation of Israel in a perfect way" (14). Claims of perfection, not surprisingly, indicate a comparatively (indeed, uniquely) high value to that which Christ accomplished, especially in light of the Old Covenant. 55 In these and other examples, the authors of Gifts argue for some sort of added value to the New Covenant vis-à-vis the Old Covenant. Terms such as "fulfillment" represent non-neutral differences between the Old and New Covenants. Their views should therefore be understood in terms of the good/better model. They do not denounce the Old Covenant or believe that its unfulfilled status renders it a bad covenant. Unlike in the supersessionist model, they deny that the Old Covenant, despite "not having achieved such a fulfillment [as the New Covenant, does not mean the Jews] can no longer be considered to be the people of God" (23). Their lesser covenant is not worthless or invalid. On the contrary, it is good, for it is from God and has value, even after Christ. The Jews remain God's people, even as members of the better New Covenant have now become God's people too. 56 In the statement there is a hint at what fulfillment might mean: the extension of the blessings of the Old Covenant beyond the people of Israel. In an exception to the authors' practice of not defining key terms (as is the case with Kasper), they briefly highlight the boundary-breaking quality of the New Covenant. It has an "openness for all who respond faithfully from all the nations (cf. Zech 8:20-23; Psalm 87)" (27), thereby transcending the limitations of the Old Covenant. The biblical citations here are important. While originally offering a vision of a future (perhaps eschatological) gathering of the Gentiles in Jerusalem (e.g., "peoples [plural in Hebrew] shall yet come" [Zech 8:20]), the citations are here used to make a point about the present achievement of such a goal-"establishing … a new dimension of meaning" in the Old Covenant. One need not wait for the end of days for this to occur. 57 Furthermore, by finding evidence of this hope in the Bible that is shared by both religions, it is not seen as a Christian imposition from outside the Hebrew Bible. Rather, it is one grounded in a shared sacred text, which legitimates a comparison between them regarding how the two covenants incorporate or fail to incorporate Gentiles.
The nations too can now partake in the blessings originally limited to members of the Old Covenant. While this broader purpose was ultimately intended by the Old Covenant, it was not until the New Covenant that this goal came to pass: "The promise Covenant, and indeed was inchoate in it. It was not, however, formerly accomplished by it, giving the New Covenant a comparatively superior status. 58 I should be clear that the authors do not always compare the two covenants. Noncomparative descriptions are sometimes found alongside (one might even say in tension with) comparative descriptions. In some cases, the authors say the covenants are simply different: "The term covenant, therefore, means a relationship with God that takes effect in different ways for Jews and Christians" (27). This alone gives no indication of superiority or inferiority. Likewise, discussions of newness and even of complementarity are not necessarily evaluative or comparative: "The New Covenant can never replace the Old but presupposes it and gives it a new dimension of meaning, by reinforcing the personal nature of God as revealed in the Old Covenant" (27). One finds here not criticism of the Old Covenant as such, but rather a complementary role. Pope Francis is quoted in this regard. He wrote of "a rich complementarity which allows us [Jews and Christians] to read the texts of the Hebrew Scriptures together and to help one another to mine the riches of God's word" (13, quoting Evangelii Gaudium 249; see also 31). In this case, the two covenants share and serve the same goal.
With equanimity the authors even take note of a deep divide regarding Jesus's status between Jews and Christians. The two religious communities' disagreements over such a fundamental issue are not cast in terms of right and wrong. On the contrary, while Jews do not agree with Christians, their opposition is sympathetically presented: "That this Kingdom of God has come with [Jesus] as God's representative is beyond the horizon of Jewish expectation" (14). 59 In these few cases, the authors portray two covenants and two communities, with different and even clashing perspectives. More positively, this notion of complementarity, while not much developed in Gifts (or elsewhere, including in Pope Francis's writings), has promise as an approach that avoids comparative judgments. 60 However, this perspective is not equally represented, and introduces its own tensions. 61 More often the good/better model discussed here applies.
Conclusion
As is characteristic of official Catholic statements on Judaism, these authors not only thoroughly engage with previous teachings but emphasize continuities between their views and those that were expressed earlier. This reflects a pattern of situating new developments within an extant tradition, albeit one that is sometimes fluid. Kasper and Gifts generally continue the trajectory begun in Nostra Aetate. More significantly, I have shown how they have gone beyond it and beyond previous Catholic statements. I hope to have demonstrated their major effort to reconcile the serious theological tensions raised by new Catholic views of Judaism. Earlier Catholic statements failed to do this, leaving the relationship between the Old and New Covenants an "unresolved dilemma of a Catholic theology of Judaism." 62 I argue that Kasper directly faced the complex implications of the post-Nostra Aetate shift not just for the Old Covenant but also for the New Covenant. By replacing a pre-Nostra Aetate comparative model of bad and good covenants with a new model of good and better covenants, he, and later the authors of Gifts, reduce the dissonance between two fundamental claims: opposition to supersessionism and affirmation of the superiority of the New Covenant. Though neither state this explicitly, perhaps for reasons of deep sensitivity discussed above, this is a major change. Furthermore, their approaches to this fundamental issue can help us to better understand other, related issues (such as mission and conversion, that is, entry into the New Covenant).
As noted at the start, I do not here offer a critique of these statements. That would be a welcome next step, and could be undertaken from a variety of perspectives (e.g., exegetical, theological, or interreligious; Catholic or Jewish). For example, one might ask how the authors interpret biblical texts; if their descriptions of the Old Covenant (and of Judaism generally) are accurate or would be acceptable to Jews; if their claims have broader implications for Catholic theology; if their study leads to greater "self-understanding" among Catholics (and perhaps Jews) (14); and if this light of Christ and in the Spirit, discovers in the text an additional meaning that was hidden there," in Pontifical Biblical Commission, The Jewish People and their Sacred Scriptures in the Christian Bible (May 24, 2001), 21, http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/ cfaith/pcb_documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_20020212_popolo-ebraico_en.html. 60. For a sophisticated study of complementarity using gender theory, see Procario-Foley, "Fulfillment," 6-12. I thank Hans Hermann Henrix and Philip A. Cunningham for their insights regarding complementarity. 61. The authors even note that complementarity itself does not resolve or make moot, but rather prompts, difficult questions about the relationship between the two covenants (32). 62. Bolton, "Catholic-Jewish Dialogue: Contesting the Covenants," 45.
